
River in 1978-79 due to above normal flows to the River. The 

Regional Board concluded that any such additional assimilative 

capacity was only a seasonal variation. While petitioner now 

appears willing to limit the proposed discharge to high flow 

periods, petitioner's application for a discharge permit was 

not so limited when presented to the Regional Board. Having 

concluded that most of Reaches 2 and 3 of the River have no 

assimilative capacity available at present, the Regional Board 

established the effluent limitations for TDS at the level of the 

Basin Plan objective. 

We note that the petitioner now states that the 

dewatering well is really needed.during wet periods in the winter 

months when water levels are so high that its disposal ponds will 

not work at capacity. During such periods of high winter flow, 

there may be assimilative capacity in both Temescal Creek and the 

Santa Ana River. If assimilative capacity is available during 

high flows, the Regional Board could allow a reasonable use of 

assimilative capacity by petitioner. Establishment of a TDS 

limit by adding an increment to the water quality objective 

would be one method of allowing such use of assimilative capacity. 

Based on the fact that a discharge of extracted water 

with a TDS ,limit h%gher-than: 7-00 mg/l may be ,appropr%ate during 

high'flow periods, we therefore feel it appropriate to remand 

this matter to, the Regional Board for consideration of the 

following issues: 
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1. Is there 

Temescal Creek and the 

period? 

2. If there 

discharge of extracted 

periods? 

3. If there 

seasonal assimilative capacity in 

Santa Ana River? If so, during-what 

is such assimilative capacity, should the 

water by petitioner. be limited to such 

is such assimilative.capacity, would the 

proposed discharge make reasonable use of it? Would a TDS limit 

of higher than 700 mg/l be appropriate? 

4. If such discharge is permissible, should it be 

regulated so that the dewatering operation would not result in an 

increase in petitioner's disposal pond capacity? 

5. If such discharge is allowed, should it terminate 

upon the anticipated enlargement of the petitioner's treatment 

plant? 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

After review of the record and consideration of the 

contentions of the petitioner, and for the reasons discussed, 

we conclude as follows: 

1. The Regional Board has jurisdiction to issue waste 

discharge requirements for this project. 

2. The Regional Board should reconsider the waste 

discharge requirements in accord with the factors discussed in 

this Order. 
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IV. ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Regional Board reconsider the 

petitioner's waste discharge requirements in a manner consistent 

with'this Order. 

DATED: FEB 19lUt'i 

/s/ Carla M. Bard 
Carla M. Bard, Chairwoman 

/s/ L. L. Mitchell 
L. L. Mitchell, Member 

/s/ Jill B. Dunlap 
Jill_ B. Dunlap, Member 

/s/ F. K. Aljibury 
F. K. Aljibury, Member 
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